and has been unemployed since September  1,   1985   (Tr.   81-94).
He worked continuously for Cumberland and Tripple G,   until
his  lay off  from the latter  company,  and  then  worked  for
approximately a month and a half at  the Rookie Coal  Company
until  his   lay-off  on September  1,   1985   (Tr.   94).

Mr.   Collins  testified  that  after  his  discharge  by  the
respondent  on August  23,   1984,   he attempted  to  find other
employment  but could not  find  a   job until  April,   1985.     He
confirmed that he received no unemployment benefits because
he had used up all of his eligibility .for  such  benefits.     He
stated  that  he found a  job  in  April,   1985,   with  the  Coon
Branch Construction Company where he  is presently  employed
earning $80 per shift.     Prior  to this current employment,   he
worked  for  2 weeks  with  the  Bartlett Tree Trimming  Company
earning $4  an  hour,   but was   laid off   (Tr.   68-69).

The respondent opted not  to file any posthearing  argu-
ments  or to otherwise file any arguments  mitigating  its .
liability in these proceedings.     In  its posthearing  brief,
MSHA asserts that the remedial goal of  section 105 (c)   is   "to
restore the  [victim of  illegal discrimination]   to the situa-
tion  he would have occupied but for  the discrimination."
Bailey v.   Arkansas-Carbon  Co.   &  Walker,   3  MSHC  1145,   1150
(1983);   Secretary on  behalf  of  Dunmire  and  Estle  v.   Northern
Coal  Co. ,   2 MSHC  1585,   1595   (1982).     MSHA  states   that  unless
compelling reasons point to the contrary,   the  full  measure  of
relief  should be granted to an improperly discharged employee,
including back pay with  interest.     Bailey v.  Arkansas-Car bona
Co.   & Walker,  at 1150-1151.     Since  in this  case the complain-
ants were fired for engaging in  protected activity,   MSHA
asserts  that they must be made whole for  any loss  they suf-
fered as a result of the discrimination,   including full  back
pay.    MSHA points out that the respondent bears  the  burden   of
proof with regard to any allegation of  willful  loss  of  pay.
Secretary v.   Metric Constructors,   Inc.,   3  MSHC  1259,   1265
(1984),  aff'd sub nom.   Brock on behalf  of  Parker  v.   Metric
Constructors,  Inc.,   3 MSHC 1865   (llth Cir.   1985).                  '

MSHA points out that at the time Mr.  Brewster offered
the  complainants their  jobs back,  they rejected  the  offer
because they believed Mr.  Sweeney would again require  them to
work under unsupported roof.     Mr.  Collins  testified  that when
Mr.   Brewster offered to take them back,   he stated "We'll  for-
get  this ever happened."    When Mr.  Collins questioned whether
they would again be required to work under  unsupported roof
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